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1.0 DECLARATION FOR THE | NTERI M RECORD CF DECI SI ON
1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

The site nane is Aircraft Internedi ate Maintenance Departnent (Al MD) Seepage Pit Area,
Site 16, Qperable Unit (QU) 7, and is located at Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected interimrenedial action for QU 7 or Site 16,
the AIMD Seepage Pit Area. The selected interimrenedial action was chosen in accordance
with the requirements of the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act
(SARA) of 1986, and the National O and Hazardous Substances Pol |l uti on Contingency Pl an
(NCP, 40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 300). This decision docunment explains the
factual basis for selecting the interimrenmedy for Sita 16 and the rationale for the final
decision. The infornmation supporting this interimrenedial action decision is contained
in the Administrative Record for this site.

The U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency and the State of Florida concur with the sel ected
interi mrenedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response actions selected in this InterimRecord of Decision (I ROD), nay
present an imm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, public welfare, or the
environnent as a result of concentrations of contamnants in soil and groundwater in
excess of heal th-based |evels.

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative for source control at Site 16 is a conbination of two
alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) that were devel oped and eval uated in the Focused
Feasibility Study (FFS). The conbined preferred alternative would neet the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Land D sposal Restriction (LDR) requirenents as well
as the facility's RCRA pernit requirenent to renove an underground storage tank. A
conbi nation of Alternatives 1 and 2 would invol ve:

. excavation of debris and soils fromthe source area,;

. treatnment of contam nated debris using abrasive blasting for porous debris and
hi gh pressure water washing for non-porous debris or an equival ent nethod;

. testing of excavated soils to determne if treatnment is required prior to
disposal (i.e., if the soils are subject to LDRs);
. transportati on and di sposal of soils with concentrations bel ow the LDR

treatnent standards to a hazardous waste landfill;

. transportation, treatnent, and disposal in a hazardous waste landfill of all
soils with concentrations of hazardous constituents that are higher than the
LDR treat ment standards;

. transportati on and di sposal of decontam nated debris to a solid waste
landfill or other environnentally appropriate |ocation;



. transportation, treatment (if necessary), and disposal of water used in high
pressure water washi ng of hazardous debris; and

. transportation, treatment (if necessary), and disposal of blasting residuals
fron abrasive blasting of hazardous debris.

The Navy estinates that the preferred alternative woul d cost between $772,000 and
$3, 133,000 and woul d take 5 weeks to inplenent.

1.5 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

This interimaction is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with
Federal and State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements for this limted
scope action, and is cost effective. Although this interimaction is not intended to fully
address the statutory mandate for permanence and treatnent to the maxi mum extent
practicable, this interimaction uses treatnent and, thus, is in furtherance of that
statutory mandate. Because this action does not constitute the final remedy for soil and
groundwat er contam nation at Site 16, the statutory preference for renedies that enpl oy
treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent, although
partially addressed in this renedy, will be addressed by the final response action for
soi|l ant groundwater contam nation. Subsequent actions are planned to fully address the
threats posed by the conditions in the soil and groundwater at this site

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above
heal t h-based levels, a revieww |l be conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnment within 5 years after
commencenent of the renedial action. Because this is an IROD, review of this site and of
this remedy will be ongoing as the Navy continues to develop final renedial alternatives
for this site and this QU

1.6 SI GNATURE AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE REMEDY

Capt ai n Sam Houst on Dat e
Commandi ng Officer, NAS Cecil Field



2.0 DEC SI ON SUMVARY
2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATIQN, AND DESCRI PTI ON

Naval Air Station (NAS) Cecil Field is located 14 mles sout hwest of Jacksonville in the
northeastern part of Florida. The nmajority of the Naval Air Station is |ocated within
Duval County; however, a portion is located in the northern part of Cay County.

NAS Cecil Field was established in 1941 and provides facilities, services, and materia
support for the operation and nmi ntenance of naval weapons, aircraft, and other units of
the operating forces as designated by the Chief of Naval Qperations. Some of the tesks
required to acconplish this mssion include operation of fuel storage facilities,
performance of aircraft nmintenance, nai ntenance and operation of engine repair facilities
and test cells for turbo-jet engines, and support of special weapons systens.

The Al MD Seepage Pit Area, known as QU 7 or Site 16, is one of several sites currently
designated at NAS Cecil Field for renedial action. Site 16 is |ocated adjacent to the
north-south jet runways on NAS Cecil Field in an industrial area, as shown on Figure 2-1.
The Al MD seepage pit and adj acent area are located 60 feet north of Building 313
Currently, the Jet Engi ne Mai ntenance Shop and Non-Destructive Inspection (ND)

| aboratory are located in Building 313. A sketch of Site 16 is provided on Figure 2-2

Site 16 is a vegetated area with areas that is nowed regularly. The general area adjacent
to site 16 is relatively flat and is covered with asphalt and concrete. The i medi ate
vicinity is crisscrossed by several utilities, including a water |ine, overhead steam
line, fire water main, a sanitary sewer nain, and stormdrain lines (both active and
abandoned). There are no inlets to the stormsewer systemin the i mediate vicinity of
Site 16

Surface water flowis toward paved roads in the vicinity of Site 16. However, a drainage
swal e that nmay carry sone runoff to the south of the site is located east of the fence
bet ween Buil di ngs 313 and Hangar 815. The swale is covered with grass and drains to the
stormmater system It is believed that runoff fromthe paved roads in the vicinity of
Site 16 ultimately flows to the NAS Cecil Field stormwater sewer system

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Site 16 consists of a 4,100-gallon concrete underground storage tank, a concrete
underground vitrified glass bead (used for cleaning painted surfaces) separator, a seepage
pit (for subsurface release of liquid wastes) constructed of cinder blocks on a concrete
pad, and associated clay and iron piping, which nay have | eaked in the past and al |l owed
solvents to migrate to the surrounding soil and groundwater (Figure 2-2).

2.2.1 Site Hstory

Wastes associated with cleaning and daily operations fromactivities within an aircraft

mai nt enance building (Building 313) at Site 16 have contributed to soil and groundwater
contam nation in the area. From 1959 until 1980, greases, rusts, scale (i.e., flaky filag
that formon netals), and paint wastes generated during a nachine and engi ne parts

cl eani ng process, along with glass beads and blasting grit fromthe airfranes blasting
shop, were deposited at the site. Based on operations occurring within the building at
this tinme, wastes disposed here nay have incl uded sodi um cyanide (used to clean netals),
trichloroethene (TCE) (used mainly for netal degreasing), phenol (found in epoxy resins),
nmet hyl ene chloride (used in solvent degreasing and as a cleaning fluid and oil

<I MG SRC 0494220>
<I MG SRC 0494220A>



Li qui d wastes generated during these processes were allowed to drain toward a sunp | ocated
at the north end of the building. This sunp was connected through iron piping to the
4,100-gal l on concrete holding tank. The hol ding tank contained a sunp equi pped with a
sunp punp. The tank was constructed so that wastes could be punped fromthe sunp into
either a seepage pit located north of the holding tank or the storm sewer system (through
6-inch dianeter clay piping). The seepage pit was constructed with concrete bl ocks on top
of a concrete slab and neasured approxi mately 40 feet long by 3 feet wide by 10 feet deep
One-hal f-inch gaps were |eft between the vertical intersections of the concrete bl ocks

The gaps were filled with sand, rather than nortar. The construction of the seepage pit
all owed for seepage of wastes directly into surrounding soils and groundwat er

d ass beads and blasting grit from sandbl asting operations within the building were al so
allowed to enter the systemthrough the sunp in the building. Subsequently, glass beads
accunmul ating within the tank and seepage pit caused the systemto malfunction. |In the
late 1960's, a 4-inch dianeter clay discharge pipe was installed in the seepage pit to
allow gravity drainage to the stormsewer system The discharge pipe was installed
approxi mately 3 feet above the base of the seepage pit. This pipe was installed so that
when the |l evel of wastewaters within the seepage pit reached the | evel of the discharge
pi pe, the wastewaters would overflow to the stormsewer system

Use of the seepage pit was discontinued in 1980. At that tine, piping |leading fromthe
tank to the seepage pit was renoved and the tank's outlet to the seepage pit was pl ugged
Piping fromthe tank to the stormsewer systemwas partially renmoved and pl ugged, and

pi ping leading fromthe seepage pit to the stormsewer systemwas plugged. Concurrently
with these alterations, a bead separator, for gravity settling of glass beads fromthe
wastewaters, was installed to the west of this system D scharge fromthe beat separator
was connected to the sanitary sewer systemthrough 4-inch dianeter iron piping

From 1980 until 1989, the holding tank was used for 90-day storage of hazardous waste
This activity was all owed under a RCRA pernit for tenporary storage of hazardous waste
The use of the bead separator continued from 1982 until 1989. Renovation of the north end
of the building in 1989 included the abandonnent of the entire system At this tine, al
piping leading fromthe building to the bead separator and fromthe building to the

4, 100-gal I on hol di ng tank was di sconnected and plugged fromwithin the building. In
addition, all liquids in the holding tank were punped out and transported to an offsite
treatnent, storage, and disposal facility for treatnent.

Figure 2-2 shows the current location of the underground tank and piping network at the
site. It includes a holding tank (with free Iliquid renoved), a portion of the seepage pit
that was not excavated in 1980, a glass bead separator, and ductile iron and clay piping
of various dianeters.

2.2.2 Previous lnvestiagations

Previ ous environnental investigations at Site 16 include an Initial Assessnent Study
(I'AS), an RCRA Facility Investigation (RFl), and a Phase 1 Renedial Investigation (Rl).
The results of these investigations are summari zed bel ow.

Initial Assessnment Study. The IAS was performed in 1985 by Envirodyne Engineers to
identify waste sites at NAS Cecil Field that warranted further investigation. The study
included an investigation of historical data and serial photographs as well as field

i nspections and personnel interviews. A total of 18 sites were identified as a result of
the 1AS, including Site 16.

RCRA Facility Investigation. The RFI was performed in 1988 by Hardi ng Lawson Associ at es.
Field investigations conpleted for Site 16 included a geophysical survey using a
magnetoneter to | ocate subsurface features, the installation of three nonitoring wells
coll ection and anal ysis of three groundwater sanples and one sedinent sanple, and
nmeasurenent of water levels in the three nmonitoring wells. QGoundwater sanples contai ned
sone solvents, including TCE, and heavy inorganics (netals; e.g., chromumand lead). The




sedi nent sanple, collected fromthe discharge pi pe connecting the seepage pit to the storm
sewer system contai ned solvents and netals (lead).

Renedial Investigation. A Phase | Rl was initiated during the fall of 1991 and the spring
of 1992. The investigation included:

. a geophysical survey to verify the location of the seepage pit and ot her
subsurface anonalies,

. a detailed profile of subsurface conditions,

. nonitoring well installation and sanpling and anal ysis of groundwater
. sanpling and anal ysis of surface and subsurface soil,

. estimation of the rate of groundwater flow through the soils, and

. coll ection of groundwater |evel neasurenents.

Subsurface soil sanples contained volatile organi ¢c conpounds (VOCs), sone semivolatile
organi ¢ conpounds (SVQCs) characteristic of solvents and petrol eum products, and netal s
typical of natural soils, with the exceptions of chrom um and | ead, which were detected at
concentrations approximately twice as high as those found in the natural soil. Surface
soils contained VOCs and several SVOCs characteristic of solvents, plasticizers, and
petrol eum G oundwater sanples contai ned VOCs characteristic of solvent (including TCE)

In summary, past waste nanagenent practices performed within the aircraft namintenance
bui | di ng have contributed to soil and groundwater contamnation at the site. As a result
of these waste nanagenent practices, the holding tank, seepage pit, the bead separator
associ ated pi ping, and associated soils are currently acting as possi bl e sources of
groundwat er contam nation. In addition, the 4,100-gallon holding tank nust be closed to
comply with the requirenents of NAS Cecil Field' s RCRA permt. To nmeet regulatory and
adm nistrative requirenents for closure of this tank, the tank nust be renoved by June 4,
1994.

2.3 HGHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The FFS report and Proposed Plan were conpleted and rel eased to the public i n Decenber
1993. A public neeting was held on January 6, 1994, to present infornmation on the
proposed interimrenedial action at Site 16 and to solicit coments on the proposed

cl eanup. These docunents and other Installation Restoration programinfornation are
avail able for public reviewin the Information Repository and Adm nistrative Record. The
repository is naintained at the Charles D. Wbb Wesconnett Branch of the Jacksonville
Public Library in Jacksonville, Florida. The notice of availability of these docurents
was published in The Florida Times Union on Decenber 19, 1993, and January 1, 1994.

A 30-day public comment period was held from Decenber 21, 1993, to January 24, 1994. At
the public neeting on January 6, 1994, representatives fromNAS Cecil Field, US

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (USEPA), Florida Departnent Environnental Protection
(FDEP), and the Navy's environnental consultants presented i nformation on the renedial
alternatives and answered questions regarding the proposed interimrenedial action at Site
16. Witten coments received during the comment period and questions asked during the
public neeting are sunmmari zed and addressed in Attachnent A Responsiveness Sunmary.

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT
Investigations at Site 16 indicate the presence of solvents (TCE) in the surrounding soil

and groundwater. The purpose of this interimrenmedial action is to renove the source of
contam nation to soil and groundwater at Site 16; nanely, the debris and the nost



contam nated soil at the site. Based on previous investigations and the eval uation of
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) for this site, tw renedia
action objectives were identified

. renove the 4,100-gallon hol di ng tank, seepage pit, beat separator, piping, and
associated soils to mtigate the release of contam nants to groundwater; and

. renove the 4,100-gallon holding tank to conply with the facility's RCRA
permt issued by the State of Florida

Further renedial action for the remaining contanmination at the site (i.e., the groundwater
and the remaining soil) will be perfornmed upon conpletion of the Rl and the baseline risk
assessnent. The Rl report and baseline risk assessnent are schedul ed for conpletion in
the late spring of 1995. It is believed that this interimaction is consistent with any
future renedial activities that may take place at the site.

2.5 SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

As discussed in subsection 2.2.2, conpounds characteristic of solvents and petrol eum
products, were detected in the soils and absorbed into the concrete at AIMD. Metals were
also detected in the sanples. TCE is the primary contam nant of concern because it was
frequently identified in the environmental sanples. Exanples of other solvents found at
Site 16 include 1,1,1-trichol oroethene and 1, 2-di chl or oet hene

The hol di ng tank, seepage pit, glass bead separator, and associ ated piping received

wast ewat ers contai ni ng spent solvents and other contami nants fromthe AIMD | ocated within
Bui | ding 313 over a tinme-span of several decades. The construction of the seepage pit
all owed wastewater to seep into the subsurface soils, which can be described as
fine-grained sands to silty sands. Seepage may have al so occurred as a result of |eaks
fromthe hol ding tank, glass bead separator, and/or associated piping. The bottons of
sone of these underground vessels intercept the shallow surficial aquifer, which ranges
fromapproximately 6 to 10 feet bel ow | and surface (bls) depending on the season. Thus,
wastes (either absorbed or present) in the holding tank, seepage pit, bead separator
associ ated pi ping, and contam nated soil next to these structures are possibly acting as
sources of groundwater contam nation at the site and control of these sources are
addressed in this | ROD

2.6 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

The purpose of this interimrenedial action is to address soil and debris that are
currently acting as sources of groundwater contam nation at Site 16. A baseline risk
assessnent has not been conpleted at this tine. Once the R has been conpleted, the
basel i ne risk assessnent will be conpleted using Rl data and any risks associated with
exposure to contamnated soils and groundwater at Site 16 will be addressed in a
subsequent Feasibility Study.

Action levels were cal cul ated based on concentrations of TCE in soil because the Navy,
USEPA, and FDEP agreed that this conmpound is the prinmary contam nant of concern for source
control at Site 16. Qher chemcals detected at the site will be evaluated further during
the R and the baseline risk assessnent.

To approxi mate the volune of soil to be renoved for this interimrenedial action, the
follow ng three scenarios were eval uated

. direct contact with soil containing TCE by hunans,
. | eaching of TCE fromsoil to groundwater, and
. feasibility analysis based on residual soil concentration versus soil vol une

requiring renoval



2.6.1 Direct Contact Exposure Scenario

Direct contact exposure was eval uated by assuming that soils containing TCE woul d be
absorbed through the skin. Based on this analysis, aa action level for TCE of 660, 000
m crograns per Kkilogram (1ug/kg) woul d be considered a safe level to remain in the soil

2.6.2 leaching to Goundwater Scenario

The | eaching scenario used a conputer nodel to cal cul ate the anount of TCE that woul d nove
through the soil and into the groundwater. According to this nodel, the recomended
action level for TCE is 5 ug/ kg

2.6.3 Feasibility Analysis

The feasibility analysis was performed by eval uating the cost of excavation, backfill,
treatnent, and disposal of soils for concentrations of TCE remaining in the soils between
5 and 660, 000 ug/kg. Based on this analysis, renoving TCE bel ow 1,000 ug/kg in soils was
not considered cost effective for this interimrenedial action

The Navy, USEPA, and FDEP agreed to the 1,000 ug/ kg action |level but also agreed to place
alimt (maxi mumanount) on the volune of soil to be renoved during the interi mrenedia
action. An evaluation of existing data indicated that in order to renove the underground
structures and all soils containing TCE above 1,000 ug/kg, 1,100 cubic yards of soi

woul d require renoval. Therefore, a volune limt of 1,100 cubic yards was established to
neet the intent of source control (i.e., manage or renove a source of contam nation) with
the intention that any contam nated soils remaining onsite will be evaluated as part of
the R and baseline risk assessnment. |f the baseline risk assessment indicates that
contami nants remaining in the soil nust be treated to a | ower concentration, this renedia
effort nay be acconplished nore effectively by using other treatnent technol ogies.

2.7 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

Table 2-1 presents a description of the source control alternatives evaluated for Site 16
The alternatives are nunbered to correspond with the alternatives provided in the FFS
report (available at the Informati on Repository).

Al alternatives involve excavation of approxinately 100 cubic yards of debris. O this
debris, approxinmately 95 cubic yards are expected to be porous naterial (e.g., concrete),
and the renai nder to be non-porous debris (e.g., ductile iron piping). Additionally, all
alternatives include excavation of up to 1,100 cubic yards of soil. Al alternatives

i nvol ve di sposal of both soils and debris in either hazardous waste or solid waste
landfills.

Eval uation of the no action alternative, typically required in a Feasibility

Study, is not necessary in an FFS because designation of a cleanup action as an
interimrenedial action inplies that sone action be taken

2.8 SUWARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

This section eval uates and conpares each of the alternatives with respect to the nine
criteria used to assess renedial alternatives as outlined in Section 300.430(e) of the

NCP.

2.8.1 Overall Protection.

Al alternatives would provide an increased | evel of protection of hunan health and the
environnent. Risks are reduced by renoving contam nated soil and debris fromthe site
t hereby preventing exposure and reducing a source of soil and groundwater contam nation



2.8.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 neet ARARs for this interimrenedial action. Alternative 4 does
not conply with applicable | ans concerning of fsite di sposal of RCRA hazardous waste
because the contam nated soils have been identified to be hazardous according to the RCRA
definition and nust, therefore, be nanaged as a hazardous waste (i.e., the soils nmay not
be disposed in a solid waste landfill). A conplete listing of all ARARs is provided in
Tables 2-2 and 2-3. No location specific ARARs were identified for this interimrenedial
action.

2.8.3 long-termEffectiveness and Pernanence

The reduction of risk at Site 16 is permanent for all alternatives because contam nated
soil would be renoved fromthe site. Constituents remaining after soil and debris
excavation woul d not pose a direct-contact hazard and woul d be addressed during future
soil and groundwater renediation if they are determned to pose a risk

2.8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune of the Contam nants

Alternative 1 would achieve significant and pernmanent reduction in toxicity, nobility, and
vol ume of contam nants on debris only. Toxicity, nobility, and volune of contam nants in
soils woul d be reduced onsite but would be transferred to an offsite landfill.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in a significant and permanent reduction of nobility,
toxicity, and volune for both soil and debris. Aternative 4 would reduce toxicity,

nmobi lity, and volume of contami nants of soils and debris onsite, but would be transferred
to an offsite land disposal facility.

2.8.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Dust control would be required during excavation of soil. Volatilization of the
contam nants woul d be nonitored and control |l ed during excavati on and transport.
Alternative 3 would require that air enmissions be nonitored during onsite thernal
t r eat ment

2.8.6 Inplenentability

Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 use technologies that are relatively easy to inplenment and are
readily available. Aternative 3 would require a denonstrati on of effectiveness prior to
full-scale operation. Approval by the FDEP and USEPA woul d al so be required prior to
onsite thernmal treatnent. Acconplishing both the test and gai ning regul atory approva
coul d jeopardi ze neeting the June 4, 1994, tank renoval deadline and, therefore
Alternative 3 is not as inplenentable as Alternatives 1, 2, or 4.

2.8.7 Cost

The range of cost for the two preferred alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) is $772,000 to
$3,133,000. A range is provided because the volune of soils requiring treatnent is not
known at this tine. The lowest cost alternative is Alternative 4, which does not conply
with applicable | aws concerning offsite disposal of RCRA hazardous waste. The nost
expensive alternative is Alternative 2 because all soil is treated under this alternative
and incineration (thermal treatnment) is costly.

2.8.8 State and Federal Acceptance

The FDEP and USEPA have concurred with the sel ected renedy.



Alternative

Total Cost

Weeks to
| mpl enent

Activities
I nvol ved

See notes at

Al ternative Considered for the Interi mRenedial

Interim Record of Decision
Site 16, OU7
Jacksonvil l e,

Al MD, Seepage Pit Area,
NAS Cecil Field,

Alternative 1: Offsite Disposal of Soil to
Hazar dous Waste Landfill/Onsite Treatnent
of Debris and Disposal to a Solid

Waste Landfill

$772, 000

! Clear and prepare the site.

Excavate debris (holding tank,

seepage pit, bead separator, and associated
pi pi ng) .

Decont am nate porous debris using
abrasive bl asting and non-porous

debris using high pressure water

washi ng.

Excavate soils with trichloroethene
concentrations greater than 1,000 ug/kg.
Backfill excavated areas with clean fill.
Transport contaninated soils to a
hazardous waste landfill for disposal
Transport decontani nated debris to a
solid waste landfill for disposal.

Di spose of treatnent residuals

(bl asting residuals from abrasive

bl asting and water from high pressure
washi ng) as a hazardous waste.

! Cleanup, grade, and revegetate site.

end table

Tabl e

2-1

Florida

Al

Soi |l and Di sposal

O fsite Treatnent of
to Hazardous

ternative 2:

Waste Landfill/Onsite Treatnent of

Debris and Di sposal

to a Solid Waste

Landfill

$3, 133, 000

Clear and prepare the site.
Excavate debris (holding tank,
seepage pit, bead separator, and
associ ated piping).

Decont am nate porous debris

usi ng abrasive blasting and
nonporous debris by using high
pressure water washing.

Excavate soils with trichloroethene
concentrations greater

than 1,000 p/kg.

Backfill excavated areas with
clean fill.

Transport contaminated soils to a
hazar dous waste nmanagenent
facility for treatment and

di sposal .

Transport decontam nated debris
to a solid waste landfill for

di sposal .

Di spose of treatnent residuals

(bl asting residuals from abrasive
bl asting and water from high
pressure washing) as a

hazar dous waste.
Cl eanup, grade,
site.

and revegetate

Alternative 3:
and di sposal

Action at Site 16

onsite treatment of debris and

di

sposal to a solid waste landfill
$1, 466, 000
8

Clear and prepare the site.

Mobilize thermal treatnent unit.
Excavate debris (holding tank,
seepage pit, bead separator, and
associ ated piping).

Decont ami nate porous debris using
abrasive bl asting and non-porous
debris by using high pressure water
! Excavate soils with trichloroethene
concentrations greater than 1,000
concentrations greater than 1,000
1g/ kg.

Treat soils to the |and disposal
restriction treatment standards

using an onsite thermal treatnent
unit.
Backfill excavated areas with clean

fill.

Transport treated soils to a hazardous

waste landfill for disposal.
Transport decontam nated debris to
a solid waste landfill for disposal.
Di sposal of treatnent residuals
(blasting residuals from abrasive

bl asting and water from high
pressure washing) as a hazardous
wast e.

Cl eanup,
site.

grade, and revegetate

Onsite treatment of soil
to hazardous waste landfill/

Alternative 4: Offsite Di
Soil and Debris to Solid W
Landfill without Prior Tre

$201, 000
5
! Clear and prepare the ¢
! Excavate debris (holdir

seepage pit, bead separe
and associ ated piping) a

contam nated soil (up t«
cubic yards).
! Transport soil and debr

solid waste landfill.
! Cl eanup, grade, and
revegetate site.



Alternative

Treatnent/ -
Renoval of
Debris
Treatment/ -
Renpval of
Soils

Notes: 19/ kg
RCRA

Tabl e 2-1 (Conti nued)
Alternatives Considered for the InterimRenedial Action at Site

InterimRecord of Decision

Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16, OU 7

NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville,

Al'ternative 1: Offsite Disposal of Soil to
Hazar dous Waste Landfill/Onsite Treatnent
of Debris and Disposal to a Solid

Waste Landfill

Assunes that all debris renpved woul d
contain RCRA hazardous waste and, therefore
must be managed under the RCRA

hazardous waste requirements. The debris
wi || be excavated and decontani nat ed

using the treatnment technol ogi es determ ned
to be the nost suitable for the debris

at Site 16. Abrasive blasting (i.e.,

"sand blasting") is proposed for the porous
debris and high pressure water washing

for the non-porous debris. Decontam nted
debris to be disposed in a solid waste
landfill.

Assunes that all excavated soils contain
concentrations of trichloroethene that are

| ower than the |and disposal restriction
treatnment standard for trichloroethene, and
treatnment of the soils is not required prior
to disposal in a hazardous waste |andfill.

m crograns per kil ogram

= Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

Florida

Alternative 2: Ofsite treatnent of
Soi| and Di sposal to Hazardous
Waste Landfill/Onsite Treatnent of
Debris and Di sposal to a Solid Waste
Landfill

Cont ami nated debris woul d be excavated,
treated, and disposed in the
manner described for Alternative 1.

Assunes that all excavated soils

contain concentrations of trichloroethene
that are higher than the |and

di sposal restriction treatnment standard
for trichloroethene, thus requiring
treatment of soils prior to land

and incinerated at an approved facility
prior to ultimate disposal in a hazardous
waste landfill.

16

Alternative 3: Onsite treatment of soil
and di sposal to hazardous waste landfill/
onsite treatment of debris and

di sposal to a solid waste landfill

Cont am nat ed debris would be
excavat ed, treated, and disposal in the
manner described for Alternative 1.

Include additional activities to prepare
for use of the onsite thernal treatnent
unit, such as: abandoni ng two

nonitoring wells that would interfere

wi th construction and renoval activities;
securing a permt for onsite thermal
permits prior to intrusive work; and
constructing a concrete pad for staging
of the thernal treatment unit.

Alternative 4: Ofsite Di
Soi |l and Debris to Solid
Landfill without Prior Tr

Assunes untreated debris
be placed in a solid wast

As with the debris, Alter
assunes that untreated so
woul d be placed in a soli
landfill.



Table 2-2
Synopsi s of Potential Federal and State Chenical - Specific ARARS
InterimRecord of Decision
Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16, OU 7
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal Standards and

Requi rement s Requi rements Synopsi s Consideration in the Remedi al Response Process
Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs and MCLGs pronul gated under the Safe Drinking Water Rel evant and Appropriate. Although this FFS is restricted to the soil
(SDWA), National Primary and Act (SDWA) National Primary Drinking Water Standards, are Medi um chemi cal -specific ARARs for groundwater are provided because
Secondary Drinking Water federally enforceable standards for specific contam nants in action levels for soil are based on a | eadching nodel that considers
St andards Maxi num Cont am nant public water distribution systens. These standards are protective |eaching fromsoil to groundwater. MCLs and MCLGs for groundwater
Level s (MCLs and SMCLs) of human heal th for individual chemcals. MCLGs that are wi Il beconme guidance for calculating soil action |evels.
and MCL Goals (MCLGs); not zero are usually ARARs for groundwater that is a potential
[40 FR Part 141] or current source of drinking water; where MCLGs are not
avail able or are equal to zero, MCLs are often the required
st andar d.
Chapter 17-520, FAC, This chapter establishes the groundwater classification system Applicable. Although this FFSis restricted to the solid medium chenical-specifi
Florida Water Quality for the State and provide qualitative mnimumecriteria for ARARs for groundwater are provided because action |levels for
St andards, May 1990 groundwat er based on the classification. This rule adopts the soil are based on a | eaching nodel that considers |eaching fromsoil to
Federal primary and secondary drinking water standards and groundwater. MCLs and MCLGs for groundwater will become guidance
establishes some State standards that are nore stringent than for calculating soil action |evels.

Federal standards. Like Federal MCLs, these standards are
consi dered ARARs for cleanups of groundwater that is a current
or potential source of drinking water.

Chapter 17-775, FAC, Florida Chapter 17-775,400, FAC, provides chemi cal standards for soil Rel evant and Appropriate. Currently, no chenmi cal-specific ARARs have

Soi |l Thermal Facilities treated in a thermal treatment unit. This rule was pronul gated been promul gated for soil. However, the State of Florida has devel oped

Regul ati ons, Decenber 1990 to regulate the thermal treatnent of petrol eum contaninated clean soil levels for soils treated in a thermal unit. Although soils at Site
soil . 16 are not petrol eum contan nated, these standards may be relevant and

appropriate requirements for renediation of contaminated soils with the
constituents regulated in this rule.

Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments. MCL = maxi mum cont ami nant | evel .
CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations. MCLG = maxi mum cont ani nant | evel goal.
FAC = Florida Adm nistrative Code. NAS = Naval Air Station.
FFS = focused feasibility study. SDWA = Safe Drinking Water Act.

SMCL = secondary maxi mum contam nant |evel.



Tabl e 2-3
Synopsi s of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARS
Interim Record of Decision

Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16,0U 7
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal Standards and Requi renents Synopsi s Consideration in the Renedial Response Process
Requi rement s

CAA, National Anmbient Air Establ i shes primary (health based) and secondary (wel fare based) Applicable. Site renediation activities nust conply with NAAGs.
Qual ity Standards (NAAQS), standards for air quality for carbon nonoxide, |ead, nitrogen dioxide, The npost rel evant pollutant standard is for particulate matter |ess
[40 CFR Part 50] particul ate matter, ozone, and sul fur oxides. than 10 microns in size (PMLO) as defined in 40 CFR Section 50.6.

The PMLO standards is based on the detrinental effects of particulate
matter to the lungs of humans. The PMLO standard for a 24-hour
periods is 150 micrograns per cubic matter (ug/n2) of air, not to be
exceeded nore than once a year. Renedial construction activities
such as excavation will need to include controls to ensure conpliance
with the PMLO standard. The attai nment and mai ntenance of

primary and secondary NAAQS are required to protect human health

and welfare (wildlife, climte, recreation, transportation, and econo
values). These standards are applicable during renedial activities,
such as soil excavation and incineration, that may result in exposure
to hazardous chemicals through dust and vapors.

CAA, New Source Perfornance This regul ation establishes new source performance standards Applicable. Because NSPS are source-specific requirements, they
Standards (NSPS) [40 CFR Part] (NSPS) for specified sources, including incinerators. This rule are not generally considered applicable to CERCLA cleanup actions.
60] establishes a particul ate em ssion standard of 0.08 grains per dry However, an NSPS may be applicable for an incinerator; or a
standard cubic foot corrected to 12 percent carbon dioxide for rel evant and appropriate requirement if the pollutant emitted and the
sources. technol ogy enployed during the cleanup action are sufficiently

simlar to the pollutant and source category regul ated.

Chapter 17-2, FAC, Florida Air This rule establishes permitting requirements for owners or operations Applicable. This rule establishes permitting requirenments for owners
Pol | uti on Rules, Septenber of any source enmitting any air pollutant. This rule also establishes and operators of any source emtting air pollutants. |f onsite therm
1990 anbient air quality standards for sul fur dioxide, PMLO, carbon treatnment is the preferred renmedial alternative, the substantive
nonoxi de, and ozone. requirenents of this rule are applicable for the thermal treatment
unit. Part Il of this rule establishes anmbient air quality standards

sul fur dioxide, PMLO, carbon nonoxide, and ozone.

RCRA, Closure and Post-Cl osure This regulation details general requirements for closure and post-closure Applicable. This is a requirement for renedial alternatives involvin
[ 40 CFR Subpart G, of hazardous waste facilities, including installation of a the closure of a hazardous waste site. However, the 4, 100-gallon
264, 110- 262. 120] groundwat er nonitoring program hol ding tank is being removed in accordance with the facility's RCRA

Part B permt. Because of this, the closure and post-closure process
See notes at end of table.



Federal Standards and
Requi rement s

RCRA, Treatnent Standards for
Hazar dous Debris [40 CFR Part
268. 45]

RCRA, Standards for Owners

and Operators of Hazardous
Waste Treatnent, Storage, and
di sposal Facilities [40 CFR Part
264]

RCRA, incinerators [40 CFR
Subpart O, 264.340-264.599]

Chapter 17-775, FAC,
Florida Soil Thermal Facilities
Regul ati ons

See notes at end of table

Tabl e 2-3 (Conti nued)

Synopsi s of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARS

InterimRecord of Decision
Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16, OU 7
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Requi rements Synopsi s

This rule defines and established treatnent standards for hazardous
debris. The debris (tanks, bead separator, and lines) may be
classified as hazardous debris if it is contam nated with RCRA |isted
waste that has LDR standards or with waste that exhibits a toxic
Charateristic. Five options for nmanagenent of hazardous debris are
currently available: (1) treat the debris to performance standards
established in this rule through one of 17 approved technol ogies, (2)
obtain a ruling from USEPA that the debris no |onger contains
hazardous debris, (3) treat the debris using a technol ogy approved
through an "equival ent technol ogy denonstration," (4) treat the
contami nated debris to existing LDR standards for wastes contami nating
the debris and continue to nanage under RCRA Subtitle C, or

(5) dispose of debris in a Subtitle Clandfill under the generic extension

of the capacity variance for hazardous debris, which currently
expires on May 8, 1994.

This rule establishes m ninum national standards which defining the
accept abl e nanagenent of hazardous wastes for owners and

operators of facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous
wast es.

This regul ation specifies the performance standards, operating
requirenents and nonitoring, inspection, and closure guidelines for
any incinerator that nanages hazardous waste.

This rule establishes criteria for the thermal treatment of petrol eumor
or petrol eum product-contam nated soils. Cuidelines for managenent

and treatnent of soils to levels that prevent future contam nation

of other soils, groundwater, and surface water are provided.

Chapter 17-775.300, FAC, provides permtting requirements for soil
thermal treatment facilities. This section states that soil nust be
screened or otherwi se processed in order to prevent soil particles
greater than 2 inches in dianeter fromentering the thermal treatnent
unit. This rule further outlines procedures for excavating, receiving,
handl i ng, and stockpiling contam nated soils prior to thermal treatnent
in both stationary and nobile facilities.

Consideration in the Remedi al Response Process

Applicable. Under CERCLA, renpval of contaminants from debris by
decontami nation and replacing the debris within an Area of Concern
(ACC) is permitted. As long as novenent of waste is conducted
within the AOC and outside of a separate RCTA unit, placenment of
wast es have not occurred and, therefore, LDRs are not triggered.
However, if the debris is determined to be hazardous, and placenent
is determined to occur, one of the five |listed options nust be

sel ected for management of the hazardous debris.

Applicable. If renedial actions involve nanagenent of RCRA wastes
at an offsite treatment, storage, or disposal unit, or nmanagenent of
RCRA wastes at an onsite incinerator, the substantive requirements
of this rule would be an ARAR

Applicable. These requirenents are applicable for remedial actions
involving the offsite incineration of RCRA-regul ated wastes. These
requirenents are relevant and appropriate for renedial actions
involving the performance, operating, and nonitoring requirenents
for onsite thermal destruction of CERCLA wastes.

Rel evant and Appropriate. This requirement is not applicable to
soils classified as hazardous which are not petrol eum contani nated.
However, it may be a relevant and appropriate requirement for soils
contami nated with consituents that are significantly simlar to the
organic and inorganic constituents regulated under this rule.



Federal Standards and
Requi rement s

RCRA, Mani fest System
Recor dkeepi ng, and Reporting
[40 CFR Part 264, Subpart E]

Hazardous Materials Transportation

Act (49 CFR Parts 171,

173, 178, and 179) and Hazardous
Materials Transportation

Regul ati ons.

RCRA, Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous
Waste [40 CFR Part 263
Subparts A-C, 263.10-263.31]

RCRA, Standards Applicable to
Generators of Hazardous Waste
[40 CFR Parts 262, Subparts A-D,
262.10- 262. 44]

RCRA, identification and Listing
of Hazardous Waste [40 CFR
Part 261, 261.1-261.33

RCRA, Land Disposal Regul ations
(LDRs); [40 CFR Part 268]

See notes at end of table.
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Synopsi s of Potential Federal

InterimRecord of Decision
Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16, QU 7
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Requi rements Synopsi s

This rule outlines procedures for manifesting hazardous waste for
owners and operators of onsite and offsite facilities that treat, store,
or di spose of hazardous waste.

These regul ations outline procedures for the packaging, |abeling,
mani f esting, and transporting of hazardous materials.

This rule establishes procedures for transporters of hazardous waste
within the United States if the transportation requires a manifest
under 40 CFR Part 262.

These rul es establish standards for generators of hazardous wastes
that address: accunul ating waste, preparing hazardous waste for
shi pnent, and preparing the uniform hazardous waste manifest.

These requirenments are integrated with Departnent of Transportation
(DOT) regul ations.

This rule defines those solid wastes that are subject to regulation as
hazardous waste under 40 CFR Parts 262-265. The applicability of
RCRA regul ations to wastes found at a site is dependent on the solid
waste neeting one of the following criteria: (1) the wastes are
generated through a RCRA |isted source process, (2) the wastes are
RCRA-|listed waste from a non-specific source, or (3) the waste is

characteristically hazardous due to ignitability, corrositivity, reactivity,

or toxicity.

This rule establishes restrictions for the | and disposal of untreated
hazar dous wastes and provi des treatnent standards for these |and-banned
wastes. Under this rule, treatment standards have been

established for nost |isted hazardous wastes

and State Action-Specific ARARs

Consi deration in the Renmedi al Response Process

Applicable. These regulations apply if a renedial alternative involv
the offsite treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste. For
remedi al actions involving onsite treatment or disposal of hazardous
waste, these regulations are applicable.

Applicable. For renedial actions involving offsite disposal, contam
materials woul d need to be packaged, nanifested, and

transported to a licensed offsite disposal facility in conpliance wt
these regul ations.

Applicable. If a renedial alternative involves offsite transportatio
hazardous waste for treatnent and/or disposal, these requirenents
nust be attained.

Applicable. If an alternative involves the offsite transportation of
hazardous wastes, the material nust be shipped in proper containers
that are accurately marked and | abel ed, and the transporter nust

di spl ay proper placards. These rules specify that all hazardous
wast e shipments nust be acconpani ed by an appropriate manifest.

Applicable. Contami nated soils at OU 7 have been classified as F-lis
wastes and are, therefore, subject to regulation under this rule

Applicable. Contaninated soils at OU 7 have been classified as F-lis
listed wastes (specifically FOO1l wastes) and are, therefore, subject
regul ati on under this rule. However, because no treatnment standards
are available for FOO1 wastes, the concentrations of these |isted
wastes in the extract (using the standard |eaching procedure

net hod) nust be conpared to Table CCCE of this rule to determ ne

if the soils are restricted to land disposal. |If it is determned th
soils at OU 7 are subject to these regulations, then the soils nust b
treated prior to disposal in an RCRA Subtitle C landfill.



Tabl e 2-3 (Conti nued)
Synopsi s of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARS
InterimRecord of Decision
Al MD, Seepage Pit Area, Site 16, OU 7
NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

Federal Standard and

Requi rement s Requi rements Synopsi s Consi deration in the Renmedi al Response Process
RCRA, Contingency Plan and This regulation outlines the requirements for procedures to be Rel evant and Appropriate. These requirenents are relevant and
Emer gency Procedures [40 followed in the event of an energency such as an explosion, fire, or appropriate for renmedial actions involving the managenent of
CFR Subpart D, 264.30-264.37] ot her emergency event. hazar dous waste.
Cccupational Safety and Health This act requires establishnent of programs to assure worker health Applicable. Under 40 CFR 300.38, requirements apply to all response
Act (OSHA), General industry and safety at hazardous waste sites, including enployee training activities under the NCP. During renedial action at the site,
Standards [29 CFR Part 1910] requirenments. these regul ations nust be maintained.
OSHA, Recordkeepi ng, Reporting, Provi des recordkeeping and reporting requirements applicable to Applicable. These requirenents apply to all site contractors and
and Rel ated Regul ations renmedi ation activities. subcontractors and nust be followed during all site work. During
[29 CFR Part 104] remedi al action at the site, these regul ati ons nust be nmi ntained.
OSHA, Health and Safety Standards Specifies the type of safety training, equipment, and procedures to Applicable. Al phases of the renedial response project should be
[29 CFR Part 1926] be used during site investigation and renedi ation. executed in conpliance with this regulation. During renmedial action

at the site, these regul ations nust be maintained.

RCRA, Preparedness and Prevention This regulation outlines requirenments for safety equi pment and spill-control Applicable. Safety and conmuni cation equi pnent shoul d be
[40 CFR Part 264, for hazardous waste facilities. Facilities must be designed, incorporated into all aspects of the renmedial process and |ocal
Subpart C] nai nt ai ned, constructed, and operated to minimze the possibility of authorities should be famlized with site operations.

an unpl anned rel ease that could threaten human health or the
envi ronment .

Chapter 17-736, FAC, Requires warning signs at NPL and FDEP (fornerly FDER) identified Applicable. This requirenment is applicable for sites that are on the
Florida Rul es on Hazardous hazardous waste sites to informthe public of the presence of NPL or that have been identified by the FDEP as potentially harnful.
Waste WArning Signs, July potential ly harnful conditions.
1991
Notes: NAS = Naval Air Station FAC = Florida Admi nistrative Code.

NCP = National Contingency Plan. FDEP = Florida Departnent of Environnental Protection.

CAA = Clean Air Act. NPL = National Priorities List.

CERCLA = Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act. RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

CFR = Code of Federal Regul ations. FDER = Florida Departnent of Environnental Regul ation.

OU = Operable Unit. LDRs = Land Di sposal Restrictions.

USEPA = U.S. Environnental Protection Agency.



2.8.9 GComunity Acceptance

The community has accepted the sel ected renedy. Comments received during the public
comrent period did not alter the selected renedy. A summary of comments received is in
Attachrment A, Responsiveness Summary. In general, the comments supported the sel ected
alternatives and the expedient inplenentation of the interimrenedial action. Oher
comrent s suggested that the Navy consider alternative nethods, other than sand bl asting
to decontam nate the non-porous debris and alternative disposal |ocations for

decontam nated debris (i.e., dispose of decontam nated tanks in the ocean to create an
artificial reef).

2.9 SELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative for source control at Site 16 is a conbination of Alternatives 1
and 2. The conbination of these alternatives would neet the LDR requirenents as well as
the RCRA pernit requirenent to renove the tank by June 4, 1994. Selection of Aternative
3 woul d jeopardize neeting the regulatory deadline for renoval of the tank. Alternative 4
woul d not neet the requirenments for disposal of a hazardous waste

The Navy estinates that the preferred alternative woul d cost between $772,000 and
$3, 133,000 and woul d take 5 weeks to inplemnent.

2.10 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

The interimrenedial action selected for inplenentation at Site 16 is consistent with
CERCLA and the NCP. The selected renedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, attains ARARs, and is cost effective. The selected renedy al so satisfies the
statutory preference for treatnent that permanently and significantly reduces the
mobility, toxicity or volune of hazardous substances as a principal elenent.

Additionally, the selected renedy uses alternate treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. Any soil contamination renaining
after this interimrenedial action will be addressed during the Rl and FS for this QU and
the resulting Record of Decision

2.11 DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes in the interimrenedial action fromthat described in the
Proposed Pl an



ATTACHVENT A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY



Responsi veness Summary
Site 16 Source Control Reredial Alternatives
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Comment Response
Letter fromNestor H Bertotto to Commanding Officer, NAS Cecil Field The Navy recogni zes the validity in your :
whi ch di scarded tanks are being used as r:
12/ 27/ 93 being removed fromsite 16 are concrete al
excavation process and subsequent treatmel
Gent | enen, For bidding purposes, the Navy will instri
treated debris into a Subtitle D landfill
In regards to the renoval of the underground storage tank, after this tank has been and the Navy will consider, alternative m
cleaned it could be dropped in the ocean for a fish reef, instead of using space in nmeet current regul ations.
alandfill.
Thank you,
Nestor H Bertotto
5825 CR352

Keystone H's., Fl. 32656

904-473-9130



Responsi veness Sunmmary

Site 16 Source Control
NAS Ceci |

Conmrent

Letter fromSteven W Hearter to Commandi ng O ficer, NAS Cecil Field

ATT: Public Affairs Oficer DEC 19, 1993
1836 S. 3rd St. Unit 113
Jax Bch FL 32250

Commandi ng O fi cer

NAS Cecil Field
P.O Box 111
Jax, FL 32215

Dear Mlitary Professional,

I read with great dismay your advertisement soliciting public conment about

landfilling solvent contaminated materials. Instead of wasting taxpayer noney getting
opi ni ons and hol di ng hearings, why not just get on with it? There is no question that
the best place for unwanted materials is in a properly constructed landfill (with Iiner
and | eachate treatnment). There is no question that renoval fromits current site

shoul d mtigate groundwater contam nation.

What is seriously questionabl e about your plan is your intent to further process
removed materials prior to disposal. Abrasive blasting is not only expensive, but
extrenely messy. | have never seen a blasting operation that didn't spread unwanted
materials to places that were unintended. Wat will you do with blasting residue
anyway? Certainly it belongs in the landfill, too. It sinply nakes no sense to pay to
separate materials that you intend to put in the sane place, eventually.

I nstead of expending your nanagenent skills on public coment,
to obtain an exception to "land disposal restriction treatnent standards?"
ludicrous to attenpt to clean concrete with abrasive blasting, only to spread the
contami nant around in the landfill to reduce its concentrations. You wll be
unnecessarily exposi ng workers to the contam nants; you will be wasting fuel and
materials and you will inevitably | ose some of the contaninants which you presently
have in a "captured" state.

why not use them
It is sinply

Pl ease help to reduce the nmilitary budget by using some "common sense."

Very truly yours,
Steven W Hearter

Renedial Alternatives

Field, Florida

Res|

The Conprehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpen:
1980 (CERCLA) established statutory requirenents
Superfund renedi al action decisions. Public par:
requi renent; however, CERCLA Section 117 require:
Renedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (R /FI,
be made available to the public. CERCLA require:
a reasonabl e opportunity to submit witten and ol
Plan. By scheduling public neetings and all ow ni
the Navy is in conpliance with CERCLA

I'n August 1992, the rule entitled Land D sposal

and Hazardous Debris was pronulgated. This rule
establ i shed treatnent standards under the | and di
for certain hazardous wastes and al so establi she

debris. There is a capacity variance in place u
di sposal of untreated debris in a hazardous wast:
However, the variance is not applicable to debri:

FOO5 |isted wastes. The concrete tanks at Site

characterized as FOO1 wastes. As such, the debri
standards established in the Debris Rule using 1
of the approved technol ogi es for concrete, a por:

The treated concrete can be disposed in a solid
Subtitle D landfill accepts non-hazardous waste :
Di sposal into a Subtitle Dlandfill is significal
Subtitle Clandfill.

Abrasive blasting is an effective nmeans to renow
case it is nore econom cal than sonme other techn
expensive to abrasively blast the concrete and s
landfill and the treated concrete to a Subtitle
untreated concrete to a Subtitle Clandfill.

Blasting activities will take place in a tenpora
of residuals into the environnent. Wrkers wll
Qccupational Safety and Health Adninistration (O



Responsi veness Sunmmary

Site 16 Source Contro
Field, Florida

NAS Ceci |
Conmmrent
Letter fromJimSalemto the Commanding O ficer, NAS Cecil Field
Dear Comrandi ng O fi cer
M/ nane is JimSalem | live at 3934 Main St. in Mddl eburg, FL. | was born and

rai sed in Jacksonville, Fl.

It seens to me every tinme | read sonething in the newspaper about the Naval Bases
it has to do with contam nation of out soil and groundwater.

| often wonder just how nuch contam nation the Navy has done to our soil and
groundwat er that's gone unnoticed in the past fifty years.

I know nmay retired and current Navy personnel in this area. They all tell ne the
sane thing. Quote, "There's no telling how much or what the Navy has dunped

over the years illegally."

I don't knowif it was pure stupidity or a lack of caring by the people giving the
orders. | suspect it was stupidity!

In Mddl eburg not only do we have to put up with your contam nation, we have to
put up with your noise pollution

You don't know how rmuch the Navy is cussed when the can't hear each other talk
because of the very low flying jets.

I amso glad Cecil Field is closing and pray it closes earlier than projected

No of fense, | just want to drink clean water fromny well and save ny hearing for
the future

Si ncerely,
Jim Sal em

Renedial Alternatives

Response

The Navy recogni zes your concern about contam |
and groundwat er and respects your right to que
current practices at NAS Cecil Field. Mich of
unsafe today was not only accepted practice at
recomended practi ce.

The Navy acknow edges the problens at Cecil Fi:
to identify and address all sites that pose a

health and the environment. Because Cecil Fie
cl osed under the Base Real i gnment and d osure,
activities are on an accel erated schedul e.

Noi se pollution is a concern near any airport

byproduct of aviation. |If you have serious co
and its effect on your hearing, you may contac
Cecil Field Public Affairs O ficer, to discuss



Letter from Ti nothy Rudol ph, P.E.,

24 January, 1994

Commandi ng O fi cer

NAS Cecil Field

P.O Box 111

Jacksonville, FL 32215

Attn: Public Affairs Oficer

Dear O ficer,

Responsi veness Summary

Site 16 Source Control

NAS Ceci |

Conmrent

to Commanding Oficer, NAS Cecil Field

Reredi al
Field, Florida

| amwiting to provide coments on the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Site

16 I nteri m Renedi al
hearings on this renmedial action.
to see sone work about to be done.
done the better.

Action at NAS Cecil

Field. |
The proposed action appears good and |

am gl ad

The sooner the Navy gets the clean up work

The concrete tank is proposed to be sand bl asted and the bl ast debris disposed of

as a hazardous waste.

m ni m ze hazardous waste generation.
met hods that woul d reduce the anmount of hazardous waste generation.

by mechani cal

The 6 nmm concrete renoval

Large quantity hazardous waste generators are required to
coul d be done

I look forward to seeing nore Navy IRP sites cleaned up in the near future.

Pl ease call
wor k conpl et ed.

ne at 247-0335 if you have any questions. |

Si ncerely,

Ti not hy Rudol ph,

P.E

<CEC L. 2. TWR>

have attended the last two public

| ook forward to seeing the

Al ternatives

Response

The Navy appreci ates that you have tal
two public neetings and are aware of
reasons for it.

Sand bl asting of the concrete tanks i:
the outer surface. Hazardous residual
process. Al though nechani cal methods
of waste generated, inplenenting a me
difficult because the tanks will be b
However, the Navy will evaluate all pi
during the bid review process.



QUESTI ONS FROM THE PUBLI C MEETI NGS

How do you propose to do the sandbl asting?

How rmuch soil is there that you plan to renove?

Wiy does it cost nmore to treat the contam nated soil offsite
than it does onsite?

Are you planning to test as you go? In other words, let's

say you take out several cubic yards of soil and you fill one

of these large trucks. Are you going to take a sanple from
each truck or are you going to take a sanple on a daily
basis or - to determne that you're under the 5.6 parts per
mllion?

The soil, is it going to a regular, permtted facility for
burning, | suppose?

It woul dn't necessarily be incinerated,
have to be treated.

though. It would just

Did you do any checks for dioxin?

Has this reached the groundwater?

Vel l, how are you going to clean the water up?

How |l ong is that process going to take, approxinately?

Responsi veness Summary
Site 16 Source Control Renedial Aternatives
NAS Cecil Field, Florida

Sandbl asting will be done onsite. The Contractor will
nmet hod for sandblasting. The Contractor wll

have to install

to prevent the spread of blasting residuals into the environnent.

The Navy, USEPA, and the State have agreed on a soil
1,100 cubic yards will

addressed in the overall feasibility study.

submit a plan fi
a tenpor.

vol ume cap 1, 100
renmove the majority of the contam nated soil.

The precautions needed to safety transport contami nated nmedia on publi:

greatly.

An onsite gas chromatography will be used to anal yze soil
requirenents will be set by the disposal facility.

Soi | s above the treatnment standards set by Federal |law will
standard for trichloroethene (TCE) is 516 part per nillion.
will

Correct.

Not at this site.

part of an offsite disposal operation.

Cont am nation has been found in the surficial
The site is still in the investigative stage.

perforned to determine if risks are associated with the site.
eval uate different cleanup alternatives.

Next ,

The feasibility study for this site is due in the spring of '95.

sanpl es as e

require trea
If soil
be treated first and then transported to a RCRA permitted facility -

con

G her treatnment technol ogi es can be used to reach regulatory |

Dioxin is not an anticipated contam nant at this site; |

aqui fer below this site.

Once the investigation is

a fe



UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V

345 COURTLAND STREET, N E
ATLANTA, GEORG A 30365

A4WD- FFB MAR 31 1994

CERTI FI ED NAI L
RETURN RECElI PT REQUESTED

Capt ai n Sam Houst on

Commandi ng O ficer, NAS Cecil Field
P. O Box 108 (Code 00)

Cecil Field, Florida 32215-0108

SUBJ: Cecil Field Site 16
Dear Captain Houstons:

The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
reviewed the final InterimRecord of Decision (IROD) for the
seepage pit area, also known as site 16. EPA concurs with the
Navy's decision as set forth in the IROD dated March 1994. This
concurrence is with the understanding that the proposed action is
an interimaction and the need for any future or final remedi al
action will be addressed follow ng the conpletion of the Baseline
Ri sk Assessnment (BRA).

By providing concurrence on this plan, EPA does not warrant
techni cal adequacy as set forth or inplied in the | ROD
Addi tional |y, EPA concurrence does not inplicitly or expressly
wai ve any of EPA' s rights or authority.

EPA appreciates the opportunity work with the Navy on this
site and other sites at Cecil Field. Should you have any
questions, or if EPA can be of any assistance, please contact M.
Bart Reedy of ny staff at the |letterhead address or at
(404) 347-3016.

Si ncerely,

Patrick M Tobin
Deputy Regi onal Admi nistrator
cc: James Crane, FDEP
Eri c Nuxie, FDEP
M chael Deliz, FDEP
Al an Shoultz, SouthD v

$8s%



